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TOMN OF FRAM NGHAM S RESPONSE TO
| NQUI RY CONCERNI NG SEWER RATE ASSESSMENT STUDY

Per a request made by the Hearing Oficer at the Decenber
11, 2002 pre-hearing conference, the Town of Fram ngham hereby
responds to the Department’s inquiry concerning the two
different versions of the Sewer Rate Assessnent Study provided
to the Departnent.

Fram ngham s consul tant, SEA Consultants, Inc., upon review
of its records, has determ ned that the copies of the Sewer Rate
Assessnent Study submitted to the Departnment on Novenber 25,
2002, in response to the Departnent’s Septenber 25, 2002
docunent request, were draft copies of the report that were
never intended for distribution. To avoid confusion, Fram ngham
respectfully requests that the Department strike any reference
to the filing of these reports in the docket, and return al
copies of the draft report to Fram ngham so that they may be
di scarded. Alternatively, Fram ngham seeks perm ssion fromthe

Department to re-file multiple copies of this version of the



report with a cover page marked “Draft,” so as to avoid
confusion between this version of the report and the fina
ver sion.

SEA al so has confirnmed that the report excerpts attached to
Fram ngham s initial Petition in this matter, filed on August 8,
2002, were excerpts fromthe final version of the report, dated
May 21, 2002. Fram nghamhas filed herewith two conplete copies
of the May 21, 2002 final report.

Fram ngham s counsel has revi ewed the changes between the
two reports with SEA. The changes are textual in nature and did
not represent a change in SEA's findings. SEA made the changes
to clarify certain portions of the report and to make it
accessible to a wider audience. SEA has identified the

foll owi ng changes fromthe draft to the final report:

?? the final version of the report contains a two-page
“Executive Summary” rather than the one-page summary
contained in the draft report. SEA expanded this summary
so that a reader could learn nore about the report w thout
having to read the entire report.

?? SEA included page nunbers and the date of the report on
each page of the final version of the report;

?? SEA included a List of Tables in the final version of the
report;

?? SEA del eted from Section 1.1 the reference to Fram ngham
users, as the report addressed only out-of-town users;

?? SEA changed the phrase “including the Town of Fram nghant
to “wthin Fram nghant in the first paragraph of Section
2;

?? SEA corrected the figures for Natick’s flow percentage and
total flowin Sections 2.1.1 and 2. 1. 3;



? SEA deleted a reference to billing inaccuracies regarding
two Natick users in the first full paragraph follow ng
Table 2-3 after these inaccuracies were corrected;

? SEA added a sentence to Section 3.1.4, concerning

Sout hbor ough users, reflecting that no additional direct
connects to Sout hborough users are anti ci pat ed;

? SEA added a sentence to the paragraph i mediately
preceding Table 4-1 noting that the table includes
budgeted FY 2001 costs;

? SEA changed the format of Table 4-1 by noving the MARA
assessnent fees to the bottom of the table, changing the
term*“CIP” to “capital costs,” and conbining the two
figures for utilities costs into one figure;

? SEA changed the format of Section 4.1.1 to put the
different elenents of the O&M charge into bull et points,
and to reflect the conbining of the utilities charges into
one figure;

? SEA del eted Table 4-2, and the paragraphs explaining the
table, fromthe final version of the report;

? SEA corrected a reference in Section 4.1.2 to “punping
station capital repair and inprovenent” to “collection
system capital repair and inprovenent”;

? SEA expanded its explanation of depreciation charges in
Section 4.1.2.1;

? SEA changed the title of 4.1.3 from “Treatnent and

Di sposal Fees” to “MARA Assessnent” to mmc the earlier
table in the report, and set forth the factors of the MARA
analysis in bullet points, to nmake the report nore

r eadabl e;

? SEA corrected the term“inflow and infiltration” to

“infiltration and inflow in Sections 4.1.5, 5.1.1.2, and
6.1.3.

? SEA corrected a sentence in Section 5.1.1.2, regarding
infiltration/inflow fees, to clarify that those fees are
directed to the sewer enterprise fund to pay for sewer
system i nprovenents;

? SEA clarified the | anguage of the |ast sentence of Section
5.1.2 to better explain the “direct billing” concept;

? SEA corrected the m ni num annual usage figure in Section
5.1.2.2 from 152 HCF to 156 HCF

? SEA expanded Section 6.1.3.1, relating to depreciation, to
better explain its inportance as an asset nanagenent tool;
? SEA added a sentence to the first paragraph of Section
6.2.2, pertaining to industrial users, to clarify that

i ndustrial users typically generate higher strength waste,



and corrected the last sentence of Section 6.2.2, to
reflect that high strength waste charges protect other
sewer users from paying for industrial usage;

? SEA changed a reference in Section 6.2.3 fromthe “Town”

to “the connected nunicipality” to reflect that the

par agr aph speaks in general terns;

SEA noved Table 6-1, regarding estinmated Ashl and O8M
costs, towards the beginning of Section 6.2.3.1. SEA also
corrected the figure pertaining to Fram nghanis estinated
FY 2001 &M costs (from $2, 041,814 to $2, 316, 814), as wel |l
as Ashland’ s estimted proportionate share of those costs
(from $179,000 to $203,000), to reflect SEA s concl usion
that Ashland shoul d pay a proportionate share of any O&%M
costs associated with Fram ngham s punping stations, where
t he punping stations are necessary to the performance of
the systemas a whole. SEA al so anended the | anguage
fol |l owi ng subparagraph (1) on page 6-21 of the final
report, regarding the itens excluded fromtotal costs to
reach the appropriate O&M cost, for the same reason.?

SEA del et ed from subparagraph (2) of Section 6.2.3.1 its
di scussion of a proposed alternative formula for
determning the fee to be charged to Ashland in connecti on
with any future request for additional sewer capacity;

SEA added a Table 6-4 to summari ze the potential inpact of
t heir recommendati ons on Fram ngham sewer revenue;

?? SEA added additional |anguage to Section 6.2.5.1,

regarding infiltration/inflow fees, to enphasize the
i nportance to the Town of updating their fee structure;

?? SEA anended Section 6.2.5.4, pertaining to septage tipping

f ees.

Fram ngham woul d be happy to answer any ot her questions the

Department m ght have regarding the draft and final versions of

the SEA report, and regrets the confusion caused by the filing

of the draft report.

1

In review ng these changes, SEA noted that the |anguage follow ng the

asterisk in subparagraph (1) should have been anended in a simlar fashion,
so that punping station charges were no |onger excluded fromthe total O&M
figure.



Respect ful ly subm tted,

THE TOAWN OF FRAM NGHAM
By its attorneys,

Chri stopher J. Petrini

Erin K Hi ggins

Conn Kavanaugh Rosent hal Peisch
& Ford, LLP

Ten Post O fice Square

Boston MA 02019

(617) 482-8200

(617) 482-6444 (fax)

DATED
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